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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between elementary-level
educators’ perceptions of their school’s implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of
educational leadership and the percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, averaged over three years.
Represented by responses to twenty items selected from the 2013 state-wide
administration of the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning survey in Tennessee (TELL
Tennessee), school-level means at 1,187 elementary schools were obtained for each of four fiveitem scales that were intended to measure each dimension of Green’s model. Along with a grand
mean computed across all twenty items and denoting a school’s overall implementation of the
model, all of these data were merged with student achievement outcomes archived by the
Tennessee Department of Education and with information related to student and faculty
demographic characteristics and employed as control variables.
Consistent with previous research, student demographic characteristics proved to be the
most important factors in explaining variation in student proficiency. The impact of these factors
notwithstanding, higher perceived scores on Green’s four-dimensional model of educational
leadership nevertheless proved to be associated with higher percentages of proficient students at
statistically significant levels, irrespective of subject matter. At the same time and consistent with
the school effectiveness literature, it should be mentioned that the inclusion of the Leadership
Dimensions scores tended to explain a systematically higher proportion of variance with respect
to Mathematics outcomes than Language Arts outcomes.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
As educators across the nation begin their school year, one thing they anxiously await is
test scores that evidence their students’ proficiency. However, for one reason or another many are
disappointed as their students fail to meet state standards. Years of reform movements cannot
seem to crack the code to increase reading and math proficiency that plague the “have-nots” in
elementary settings. The achievement gap between students of different socio-economic statuses
continues to widen influencing considerable debate among theorist and scholars.
In 1966, the Coleman report brought to light student proficiency rates on achievement
tests in comparison to the socio-economic status (Coleman et al. 1966). Reardon supports this
finding when he states in Widening socioeconomic status achievement gap: New evidence and
possible explanations that “The achievement gap between children from high- and low income
families is roughly 30 to 40 percent larger among children born in 2001 than among those born
twenty-five years earlier. In fact, it appears that the income achievement gap has been growing
steadily for at least fifty years.” The Washington Post sites the Southern Education Foundation’s
calculations of NCES Common Core Data that for the first time in 50 years, a majority of public
school students across the country are considered “low-income”.
Though proficiency rates seem to be at a stalemate for many schools, leadership has been
shown to effect student achievement. This study is based on Reginald Leon Green’s theory, The
Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership (2010), and educator responses to selected items from
the 2013 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning survey in Tennessee (TELL Tennessee)
identified as aligning with Green’s four leadership dimensions theory and student proficiency
rates in Language Arts and Math according to the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment
Program.
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The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between elementary-level
educators’ perceptions of their school’s implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of
educational leadership and the percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, averaged over three years. If the climate of the school is a factor in the
achievement level of students, then, it is reasonable to determine these leadership dimensions
makes a difference.
Challenges in Language Arts and Mathematics at the Elementary School Level
Building the Framework: A Report on Elementary Grades Reading in Tennessee states
that, “Only one-third of Tennessee fourth graders scored proficient in reading during the last
administration of the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) in 2015, with
historically underserved subgroups far less likely than their peers to perform at grade level.”
According to the National Assessment for Educational Progress, the Nation’s Report
Card, in 2015 the average scale score nationally was 240, this 2015 average scores is 1 and 2
points lower, respectively, than the average scores in 2013. NAEP also reports “mathematics
scores for female students, white students, and students attending town or rural school locations,
were lower in 2015 at both grades than in 2013. The first column of the first row shows that no
student group made score gains in mathematics at either grade.” For Language Arts, NAEP
Reports, the 2015 average score were not significantly different at grade 4 and was 2 points
lower at grade 8 compared to 2013. Scores at both grades were higher in 2015, but only
increased by 6 points at grade 4, and 5 points at grade 8 than those from the earliest reading
assessments in 1992.
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Relationship to the Problems in These Areas in Tennessee
Students from the state of Tennessee also did not make progress in performance on the
NAEP. In Math, the average score for students in Tennessee in 2015 (241) was not significantly
different from their average score in 2013 (240). The same was true for Language Arts. The
average score for students in Tennessee in 2015 (219) was not significantly different from their
average score in 2013 (220). Though the state did not grow from 2013 to 2015, this rate was not
significantly different than the national public average.
Tennessee has gone through several reform movements in the past couple decades, and
though each new education law has altered funding, created more accountability, and promoted
success for all students, each time they fall short. Retention of students and students unprepared
for high school only deliver increased dropout rates. In 2016, the Tennessee Comptroller of the
Treasury produced a timeline of Education Law Through the Years. This timeline begins in 1965
with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and ends with Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015. It describes how Tennessee has marched through many different
movements attempting to close achievement gaps of students in poverty and our
underperforming schools. This includes Education Improvement Act (EIA) in 1992, No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) which was the reauthorization of ESEA, First to the Top Act (FTT) of
2010, NCLB Waivers that relaxed the 100 percent proficiency totals from the 2001 NCLB Act,
and the most recent Every Student Succeeds Act.
Commissioner McQueen writes in the Student Membership And Attendance Manual the
Education Improvement Act “school systems moved into a more precise era of budgeting and
accountability practices. Special procedures and legislative requirements have been put in place
to ensure accuracy and equity among school systems’ data and in the distribution of funds for
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educational purposes.” The Education Improvement Act (EIA) of 1992 also made Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program a state-mandated assessment. Smith states in the 2004
Education Improvement Act: a progress report overview that “Many of the act’s components
were implemented quickly and over time have become part of the backdrop of life in Tennessee
schools. The law and its subsequent amendments have affected students’ experiences in many
marked ways.” Outcomes from EIA included improved attendance rates and better financial
commitments to education; however, ACT was still below national average, graduation rate was
still one of the lowest in the nation, and not enough improvement was shown on TCAP across all
subjects in many districts (Smith, 2004).
Programs and Activities Previously Used to Address the Problems
In 2001, President George W. Bush prosed legislation for the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act. This act had bi-partisan support in congress and reauthorized the ESEA Act of
1965. The focus of this act was accountability, flexibility, and choice. Schools needed to show
they were enhancing the achievement of students in poverty by making Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) shown by end-of-year standardized assessments in Math and Reading grades 312. One of the main requirements was the provision that schools had to disaggregate student
achievement data by subgroup. Schools that did not meet the AYP requirements that were set by
the state were identified as qualifying for additional assistance (OREA, 2012). The Peoples First
Partnership Organization of Memphis and Shelby County touts that these new requirements
opened some districts up for scrutiny and pushed them into action (pp.4-5). With the
transparency of this data, and the clear picture of the achievement gap, a number of reforms
boomed. Alternative Providers/Charter Schools, standards alignment and accountability, and a
focus on teacher education and evaluation were all results from NCLB.
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First to the Top (FTTT) was developed in 2010 to align with the Race to the Top (RTTT)
program, a federal grant program. This program came with new standards, new data systems, and
new educator evaluations.
Under this law, reform was developed to base 50 percent of educator evaluation on
student growth using the Tennessee Value Added Assessment System. In 2011, Tennessee began
a new educator evaluation system called Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model or TEAM. This
system took the place of the former educator evaluation model, Framework for Evaluation and
Professional Growth. The new model is a data driven system that promotes linking professional
development to individual educator needs. The TEAM model was implemented to enhance
educator performance and improve student achievement (TDOE, 2015). An excerpt from
Tennessee’s Race to the Top Application (2009) states:
“We believe that a fair, transparent, and data-driven evaluation system, coupled with a
transformed way of linking professional development to specific teacher needs, will
result in fewer than 10% of Tennessee teachers being defined as “ineffective” and unable
to move students’ growth by at least one academic year—leading to higher student
achievement overall by 2014.”
The TEAM system is not only based on educator observation, but student outcomes. In
2010’s federal RTTT competition, FTTT Act won with the key component being implementation
of this new state wide educator evaluation system. In this model 50% of the educator’s score is
based on evaluation of student data and 50% is comprised of other qualitative measures, such as
observations from administrators or student perception surveys. For the half that is based on
evaluation of student data, 35% is comprised of student growth represented by Tennessee ValueAdded Assessment System (TVAAS) and 15% is determined by student achievement on a
mutually agreed on additional measurement such as scores from TCAP or formative benchmarks
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that are given by the district. This new level of educator accountability directly tied students’
achievement to educator performance.
In 2010, under FTTT, Tennessee also adopted the CCSS. As described in the materials for
the July 30, 2010, Tennessee State Board of Education meeting, “These Kindergarten–12
Common Core State Standards represent a set of expectations for student knowledge and skills
that high school graduates need to master to succeed in college and careers. The purposes for the
creation of the Common Core State Standards include:
fewer, higher, and clearer academic standards;
alignment with college and work expectations;
current educational research and evidence;
benchmarking to high performing countries and states; and
rigorous standards emphasizing skill and application of content.”
With the introduction of new standards, there was also the realization that students were
not ready to enter college and the work force when they graduated high school. The Tennessee
Diploma Project (TDP) was introduced to minimize the gap of knowledge by setting benchmarks
in the core subjects for what high school students needed to know to enter postsecondary and
work settings. This included the business and higher education communities as partners to better
prepare students with the skills and knowledge base they would need (OREA, 15).
In 2011, Tennessee prepared waivers for schools and districts that were falling short of
the 100% proficiency goals set by NCLB in 2001. One initiative that was introduced in 2005, let
schools mark progress by growth, whereas the original law only counted progress by proficiency.
Another initiative created a differentiated scale for how far away schools and districts were from
their targets (Devise, 2008).
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Research on Effectiveness of the Programs and Activities
According to the 2016-17 SCORE report, Tennessee continues to work toward one of
their goals: “Closing all student achievement gaps—at every grade level and subject area—by
income, race, geographic location, and student need. These gaps should be narrowing on both
state and national assessments by 2020.” (SCORE Report); however, according to most recent
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) testing data, non-economically
disadvantaged students are improving greatly and in some cases surpassing national averages,
while achievement gaps widen for Tennessee’s low-income population. This trend is seen in both
math and reading scores in fourth and eighth grades.
Background of the Study
The Nation’s Report Card reports students’ progress on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP is the largest continual national assessment that reports on
what students are able to do in various subjects. It states,
Percentages of fourth-grade students at or above Proficient are not significantly different
compared to 2013 for all racial ethnic groups. The percentages of White, Black, Hispanic
and Asian-Pacific Islander fourth-grade students who performed at or above
the Proficient level in 2015 were not significantly different in comparison to 2013, but
higher than in 1992. The percentages of male and female students performing at or above
the Proficient and Basic levels were not significantly different from 2013.
Proficiency is at a stalemate. The National Policy Board for Educational Administration
reports in the latest update of Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL, formerly
known as ISLLC Standards), that educational leaders first received standards in 1996 and then
slightly updated in 2008. As we enter the 21st century work place school must prepare students
for an ever-evolving environment. These transformations coupled with constant political changes
and a barrage of cuts in school funding create a new landscape that must be navigated by
educational leaders (PELS, 2015).
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While schools are still struggling with the most effective way to address the issue of
lagging student achievement, some authors declare leadership is the key to student proficiency.
Investigating the variables related to students achievement aligned with effective leadership
practices could offer evidence to inform current principals and future instructional leaders
guidance for the most effective way to influence schools.
Statement of the Problem
Over the past decades, Tennessee has gone through several reform movements, and
though each movement, new education laws have altered funding, created more accountability,
and advocated success for all students. However each new law has fallen short of providing
programs that when implemented close the achievement gap. Proficiency rates in schools are not
increasing and retention of students has only proved to lower graduation rates and increase
dropout rates. While student achievement is not sufficient among some groups, to close the
achievement gap, a number of scholars postulate that leadership is the key to movement. Green
offers that his Four Dimensions of Leadership address effective leadership behavior offering that
if leaders exhibit behaviors informed by each dimension it will have a positive effect on student
academic proficiency. Thus, investigating the variables related to students proficiency aligned
with effective leadership practices could offer evidence to inform future leaders and guidance for
those currently in the position of guiding schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between elementary-level
educators’ perceptions of their school’s implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of
educational leadership and the percentage of student’s proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, averaged over three years. Specifically, the researcher seeks to determine if the
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implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of educational leadership enhances student
performance in Language Arts and Mathematics.
Research Questions
Deriving from this overall purpose are the more specific research questions that follow:
Research Question 1:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented
practices related to “Understanding Self and Others”—the first dimension of Green’s model of
educational leadership—and their school’s three-year average percentage of students proficient
in Language Arts and in Mathematics?
Research Question 2:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented
practices related to “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life”—the second
dimension of Green’s model of educational leadership—and their school’s average percentage
of students proficient in Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 3:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices
related to “Building Bridges through Relationships”—the third dimension of Green’s model of
educational leadership—and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts
and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 4:
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Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices
related to “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” the fourth dimension of Green’s model of
educational leadership— and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts
and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 5:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of their schools’ overall implementation of Green’s
model of educational leadership and their school’s percentage of students proficient in
Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Theoretical Framework
This study is based on Green’s theory of Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership. Green
theorized that effective principals exhibit leadership behavior in four areas: Understanding Self
and Others, Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life, Building Bridges through
Relationships, and Engaging in Leadership Best Practices (Green, 2010). When principals
exhibit behaviors simultaneously in these four areas the effectiveness of the school will be
enhanced (Green, 2010).
Green theorized that effective leadership in schools is enhanced when principals exhibit
leadership in four areas. If these dimensions are operationalized and principals exhibit behaviors
informed by them, school effectiveness will be enhanced as the culture, climate, structure, and
interpersonal relationships will foster collaborative teaching and learning.

10

Adapted from: Green, R. (2010). The four dimensions of principal leadership. Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.
Significance of Study
While schools are still struggling with the most effective way to address the issue of
lagging student achievement, some authors declare leadership is the key to student proficiency.
Therefore, investigating the variables related to students’ achievement aligned with effective
leadership practices could offer evidence to inform a change in the behavior of current principals
and provide future instructional leaders guidance in the most effective way to influence student
achievement. Green’s Four Dimensions of Leadership are found to play an important role in
developing leadership characteristics that facilitate effective teaching and learning. Using the
results of this study, principals will be able to compare their daily leadership actions with
Green’s Four Dimensions of Leadership. By assessing their self-reflection habits, school formal
and informal organizations, leadership practices, and relationship communication, they can
identify a formula for daily decision making that would have the optimum influence in their
11

school. This study could also inform policy makers regarding teacher evaluation design models
that offer an accurate and comprehensive picture of educators’ influence on student academic
success.
Definition of Terms
1. Elementary Students: Students attending schools with an organizational structure of
grades 1-6.
2. Proficiency in Language Arts/Math: Students who achieved proficient or advanced in the
Language Arts/Math portion on Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program
3. Four-Dimensions of Leadership:
a. Understanding Self and Others: The leader has a deep understanding of his/her
beliefs, values, behavior, and strengths and how he/she influences others and how
others influences him or her.
b. Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life: The leader has a deep
understanding of the culture, climate, and structure of the internal and external
environment of the school as well as the interaction of people.
c. Building Bridges through Relationships: The principal builds and ensures that
others develop principal/teacher, teacher/teacher, teacher/student, and
school/community relationships that are positive and fosters school goal
obtainment.
d. Engaging in Leadership Best Practices: The principal has deep knowledge of the
processes of change, decision-making, conflict management, and communication.
4. Student Achievement- Students who achieve scores required to declare proficiency on
state standardized assessment.
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Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations to be noted regarding this study. First, the study is limited to
the State of Tennessee and public school educators who responded to questions on the TELL
Survey. A related limitation is the study's reliance on survey data and survey data is prone to
error, as participants may not report their true intent and beliefs.
An additional limitation relates to the population in the study. The population used for student
achievement was solely grade three in the areas of Language Arts and Mathematics and thus the
results cannot be generalized to other grades or a larger population.
Organization of the Study
This study contains five chapters. The first chapter includes an introduction to the study,
background of the study, theoretical framework, purpose of the study, research questions,
significance of the study, definition of terms, and organization of the study. Chapter 2 contains a
review of literature associated with professional intentions and dimensions of educator morale.
Chapter 3 specifies the procedures and methods used to collect, to analyze and to report the data.
Chapter 4 informs the results and provides an analysis of the data. Chapter 5 presents a summary
of the findings, conclusions and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER 2: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Challenges in American Education
Today, school leader success is judged by student proficiency on standardized
achievement tests. This puts immense pressure on principals to show student accomplishment.
This trend also comes with the rise of transparency, community pressure, and growing safety
concerns in schools. Principals are expected to respond to the superintendent, students, parents,
social media, community stakeholders, and more. These requirements call for 21st century
schools to be guided by administrators who can use a multi-dimensional approach to leadership.
Levine states,
The job of school leader has been transformed by extraordinary economic, demographic,
technological, and global change. As our country makes the transition from an industrial
to a global information-based economy, everything around us is in flux—things as
fundamental as what we do for a living, how we shop and communicate, where we live,
and what our country’s relationship is with the rest of the world (Levine).
With the current focus in schools around improvement in student achievement, the topic
of leadership has lead the way in theories for school reform (Goker, 2006). Much has been
written in the last century regarding scholarly organizations’ success and educational leadership
(Murphy, Elliott, Goldring, & Porter, 2006). Scholars in all different fields of study have touted
that organizational success is highly dependent on the variable of leadership. Jim Collins, Good
to Great: Why Some Companies Make the Leap... and Others Don't says, “Greatness is not a
function of circumstance. Greatness, it turns out, is largely a matter of conscious choice, and
discipline.” Choices that leaders make drive the company or organization. He states defends,
“Every good-to-great company had Level 5 leadership during the pivotal transition years.
‘Level 5’ refers to a five-level hierarchy of executive capabilities, with Level 5 at the top.
Level 5 leaders embody a paradoxical mix of personal humility and professional will.
They are ambitious, to be sure, but ambitious first and foremost for the company, not
themselves.”
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Leadership preparation programs at universities across the nation are working to establish
tracks that will address all the demands on a 21st century school administrator. Leadership
students are using real time, authentic situations as practice for the expectations of a principal.
The Institute for Educational Leadership published a report, Leadership for Student Learning:
Reinventing the Principalship which states:
Being an effective building manager used to be good enough. For the past century,
principals mostly were expected to comply with district-level edicts, address personnel
issues, order supplies, balance program budgets, keep hallways and playgrounds safe, put
out fires that threatened tranquil public relations, and make sure that busing and meal
services were operating smoothly. And principals still need to do all those things. But
now they must do more. As studies show the crucial role that principals can play in
improving teaching and learning, it is clear that principals today also must serve as
leaders for student learning. They must know academic content and pedagogical
techniques. They must work with teachers to strengthen skills. They must collect, analyze
and use data in ways that fuel excellence. They must rally students, teachers, parents,
local health and social service agencies, youth development groups, local businesses, and
other community residents and partners around the common goal of raising student
performance. And they must have the leadership skills and knowledge to exercise the
autonomy and authority to pursue these strategies.
Green’s Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership address how the current role of the
principal has changed, and the importance of the flexibility of a school leader to include a larger
focus for success.
Challenges in Language Arts and Mathematics
There are many factors that effect student achievement in Language Art and
Mathematics. Leadership is thought to be one of the most influential factors. The Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders state, “Improving student learning takes a holistic view of
leadership. In all realms of their work, educational leaders must focus on how they are promoting
the learning, achievement, development, and well-being of each student.” The Institute for
Educational Leadership announces in it’s paper Reinventing the Principalship that,
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“The challenges of the global economy and the opportunities offered by new technologies
underscore schools’ need of strong leadership for student learning. Principals today too
often are not ready to meet this need. This is not so much an individual shortcoming of
particular principals as a systemic failure of school systems to adapt the principalship to
the changing needs of schools. State and local education systems must abandon the
century-old model of the principal as a middle manager directly responsible for every
aspect of school operations and performance. Instead, they must explore new
arrangements of managing building operations, such as through outsourcing and team
leadership strategies. New models of the principalship — and there are sure to be
multiple models emerging to accommodate various schools’ needs — must revolve
around leadership for learning.”
Green posits that leaders must begin with a vision that identifies the desired results. He
states, “When leaders begin with the outcome in mind and conceptualize and internalize
processes that can be used to achieve their purpose, they build a capacity to lead (2010, p. xi).”
Green suggests that leaders should be able to articulate how to analyze data to establish a
purpose, chose a theory than can inform their practice, and conclude with outcome of deliberate
improved student achievement results. Green developed Four Dimensions a 21st-Century School
Leader must have to methodically deliver the desired outcome.
How Green’s Four Dimensions Address Challenges
Green’s model offers guidance for school leaders around four pillars of leadership. The
Four Dimensions include Understanding Self and Others, Understanding the Complexity of
Organizational Life, Building Bridges Through Relationships, and Engaging in Leadership Best
Practices. By first declaring the purpose, process and desired outcomes of their leadership, a
principal can use Green’s Four Dimensions model to inform their leadership behaviors.
Dimension 1: Leading with an Understanding of Self and Others
Marzano describes many theories in School Leadership that Works: From Research to
Results that support Green. Two theories that support how Green’s “Understanding Self” has
benefits are Open social Systems and Situational Leadership. First, Open Social Systems means
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that school function as part of a larger system. There are external factors that effect interrelated
parts. Situational Leadership Theory says that you can align your strengths with the tasks that
need to be performed and once a leader is aware of their strengths they can fill in any voids that
might be missing from the skills of others. There are several different assessment tools you can
use to understand yourself and others. One example is Myers-Briggs Inventory that gives four
psychological dichotomies. Another example of a tool for understanding self and others is
Emotional Intelligence Quotient. This measures a persons emotional competencies and helps
them have the ability to perceive others emotions, generate emotions to assist thinking,
understand their own emotions, and manage their emotions to deal with others in the best way.
The last example is the 360 Degree Leadership Assessment. This gives the leader feedback from
other sources such as faculty, students, peer, and stakeholders (Marzano).
To create organizational balance and influence others’ behaviors to impact the process the
leader deems necessary for improving Language Arts and Math achievement, the leader must
understand what all the educators, stakeholders, parents and students expect from the school.
Leaders must first gain the commitment of others by understanding them. Another way school
leaders can develop strengths, interests, and motivation from the people with whom they work is
by creating a respectful atmosphere for diversity. The leader must model this. In order to model
this they must first be secure in their own beliefs and biases. Some generational factors may play
into this such as ethics, values, beliefs and behaviors. Diversity is best used when everyone’s
similarities and differences are utilized instead of being swept under the rug. Leaders must be
able to access and support the diverse needs of their followers. They must collaborate and
respond to them and their behavior has to show interest in their attributes in order to respond in a
meaningful way. One way they can accomplish this is by being transparent. When the leader
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establishes the goals for the organization, and underpins it by using the strengths, interests, and
motivation of their staff the results should be seen in student achievement.
Dimension 2: Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life
The internal organization of the school comprising of the structure, culture, and climate
contribute to the complexity of the organizational life. The leader must identify all of the formal
and informal groups in the organization. The leader must identify the needs of each group and
communicate how the desired outcome is in their best interest. Green states that it is critical to
understanding the school make-up in order to define its culture. This can include ethos, rituals,
patterns of behavior, traditions, values, beliefs, and what individuals hold true and dear. These
can include school colors, mascots, instructional programs, extra-curricular activities or other
elements that may identify the group with a sense of community or family (Green p 72).
There can also be subcultures in the schoolhouse. This adds a level of complexity as
leaders should consider racial, ethnic, cultural, religious groups or other groups that might divide
themselves by socio-economic status, language, and friendships.
The third consideration around culture is the external school culture or community.
Community stakeholders can sometimes determine the success of the school and determine what
the culture defines as important. This can be an extensive group made up of businesses,
politicians, alumni, and community support groups (Green p73).
The organizational climate, or how people feel about quality of the atmosphere in the
schoolhouse is also important. Green suggests that school climates hinge on their professional
learning communities. According to Patrick Lencioni, members of truly cohesive teams must
trust one another, engage in unfiltered conflict around ideas, commit to decisions and plans of
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action, hold one another accountable for delivering against those plans and focus on the
achievement of collective results (pp 189-190).
The organizational structure is important because for years, the hierarchal nature of
leadership was the base for principals. Green posits that this must shift from this classical
structure to one that focuses on a more participatory process. Marzano applies the findings of
Friedkin and Slater (1994) by stating that the “leadership team should be attentive to the
concerns of teachers, easily accessible, and engage in collaborative decision making and problem
solving (2003)”
The fourth factor of the complexity of an organization is the interactive behavior of
people. These behaviors become complex as the elements of student learning needs, faculty and
staff motivation and leadership styles intertwined. Leaders must develop the right conditions for
others to succeed. In a school environment, the leader should drive the motivation of the faculty
and staff to address the needs of all learners. Through deliberately dispersing leadership to high
performing collaborative teams, that have a clear purpose, structures, and support all these
interactive behaviors can be addressed to create powerful results (Dufour, 2011).
When all all formal and informal groups are working toward the same desired outcome
established by the school leader, results should be identified in student achievement.
Dimension 3: Building Bridges through Relationships
According to Green, the most important relationship in the school is the relationship
between the principal and the teachers. Teachers are the foundation of student achievement.
Leaders must prepare teachers to clearly and effectively communicate the vision of the desired
outcomes for the school. The principal should be the catalyst and model for teacher/teacher
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relationships, teacher/student relationships, and relationships with the external community.
Through these relationships the school leader disseminates the desired school outcomes.
Teachers perform better when they see their principal as a facilitator, supporter, and
reinforce in the school mission, rather than a director (Edgerson, 2006). Green identifies 13 core
competencies that these leaders must embody to effectively lead. These competencies include
visionary leadership, unity of purpose, learning community, instructional leadership, curriculum
and instruction, professional development, organizational management, assessment, reflection,
collaboration, diversity, inquiry, and professionalism (Green p10-11).
These 13 competencies lean themselves to leaders who foster strong teacher/teacher
relationships that are professional, collegial and collaborative. They also support the growth of
teacher student relationships.
In order for the school leader to propel the school vision, relationships must also be built
with the external environment. This includes central office staff, business leaders, and political
elements (Green 138). Engaging within the community helps the community to feel like they are
a part of educational decisions. The leader must know how to balance relationships and buffer
political ramifications. Having these relationships can help the principal communicate the needs
of the school and garner support from stakeholders, community organizations, and parents.
All of the relationships must be built on trust. The principal must establish a rapport with
the consistency and communication that fosters collaboration from all parties. These associations
can support the school by rallying the community with a sense of confidence in the educational
program and can help in the transformational process of a system. Through these relationships,
all parties should be able to define what successful outcomes for their organization look like and
the process they are using to get there.
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Dimension 4: Engaging in Leadership Best Practices
Leaders who understand research-based best practices can produce consistent positive
outcomes. Dr. Green identifies the thirteen core competencies that drive change, decisionmaking, conflict management, and communication. Green predicts that a school leader must be
able to “examine ideas, concepts, and practices that best fit the culture, climate, and readiness
level of their respective school organizations… to remove roadblocks to school goal attainment”
(pp. 154-155). Leaders must effectively communicate the school vision and recruit faculty and
stakeholders to support the process of change. By creating professional learning communities
where curriculum and instruction are the primary focus in teacher collaboration, leaders can
guide teachers to strong practices and support decision-making. Leaders must also handle
conflict using organizational management to focus on assessment accountability and standards as
the foundation for improvement and vision changes while maintaining the ideals and traditions in
a diverse culture.
How does Green’s Model Relate to Other Models in the Literature
When a leader is working towards school transformation, they must consider the
leadership style to successfully implement change. Stephen Covey’s The 7 Habits of Highly
Effective People provides a framework for behaviors that could support this process. These seven
steps determine a solid process for decision-making. Though the seven habits were not written
for educators per se, many of these habits are mirrored in the 21 responsibilities for school
leaders. Marzano lists them and their correlations to student achievement in School Leadership
that Works! (pp.42-43). Covey posits that first, you should “be proactive” and the leader must
control their environment instead of letting it control you. This control comes from responding to
key situations and circumstances (Marzano, 2005, p. 21). In Green’s Four Dimensions of
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Principal Leadership, he describes 13 competencies leaders of modern-day schools may need to
establish transformation and be effective in making change.
Schools do not function as separate entities; they function as part of a larger system, and
as a result they must respond to a variety of external forces (Green, 2017, p.118). “Open
systems” have a large affect on behavior and decision making. In the “Social System” leaders
need to respond to not only the interests of the faculty (formal and informal groups), and
students, but also the interests of the teacher’s union, parents, and political committees. All of
these community sources must be mobilized to create support of the school system as whole
(Green, 2017). Getzels and Guba name the two major parts of a social system (pp.424, 1957).
First, the institution has certain roles and expectations that must be filled and secondly, the
individual has personalities and need-dispositions. For a leader to be able to predict and control
the responses of each group or person, they must first understand their relationship to the
institution. There must be a balance between the expectations of the organization and the needs
of the individual.
Peter Senge says in The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning
Organization,” A cloud masses, the sky darkens, leaves twist upward and we know that it will
rain. We also know that after the storm, the runoff will feed into groundwater miles away, and the
sky will grow clear by tomorrow. All these events are distant in time, and space, yet they are all
connected in the same pattern. Each has influence on the rest, an influence that is usually hidden
from view. You can only understand the system of a rainstorm by contemplating the whole, not
any individual part of the pattern (pp 6-7).” Just as the rainstorm must be looked at as a whole, so
do four dimensions. A leader cannot be good at just one piece. The dimensions overlap and in
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some ways must actually be in sync for a leader to make progress; however, to be a
transformational leader, a leader must begin with Dimension 1, understanding self and others.
There are several theorists who support self-exploration as the first step in becoming an
excellent leader. One of the first theorists to approach this topic was Douglass McGregor on
1960. McGregor theorized that the human element of leadership was shaped by their
fundamental beliefs about people. This theory had two different approaches. The first approach
deemed Theory X assumes that workers must be closely monitored and controlled. This theory
claims that workers inherently dislike work and are innately lazy. This theory assumes people
must be coerced and directed to complete their tasks. Theory Y assumes that people naturally
want to do their jobs well. It theorizes that the average person enjoys work and left to their own
devices, will direct themselves in order to accomplish their objectives.
Daniel Goleman introduces the Emotional Intelligence Theory. Goleman conjectured that
leaders can use emotional power to influence their workers behaviors while acquiring
information and making connections. Goleman says to become successful at effectively working
with others you must first become a master of yourself. (Goleman, 2004)
Goleman states there are the intense needs that face all organizations today, both public
sector and private. And in virtually every case, emotional intelligence must play an
important role in satisfying the need. For instance, coping with massive change involves,
among other things, the ability to perceive and understand the emotional impact of
change on ourselves and others. To be effective in helping their organizations manage
change, leaders first need to be aware of and to manage their own feelings of anxiety and
uncertainty (Bunker, 1997). Then they need to be aware of the emotional reactions of
other organizational members and act to help people cope with those reactions. At the
same time in this process of coping effectively with massive change, other members of
the organization need to be actively involved in monitoring and managing their emotional
reactions and those of others.
Another theory that supports understanding self and others is Mental Models. These are
one component to Senge’s learning theory. Senge suggests that we use Mental Models when we
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are creating our thoughts or deciding how to act. Senge says we should discover your mental
models and understand how you view certain situations in order to choose the correct way of
responding. Warren Bennis names Managing Self as a theory that aligns with understanding
yourself. Bennis identifies four areas the management of attention, meaning, trust, and self.
First, in the management of attention, people must be drawn to the leader because of their focus
of commitment. People stay with the leader because the leader’s vision takes them to a place
that is new and that they believe in. Second area of management is meaning. This leader is able
to make their vision clear to others and achievable. This could be with actions, models, or words.
The third area of a string leader is management of trust. The leader must be constantly reliable
and people consistently know where they come for and what they stand for. The last management
skill is actually the management of self. The leader must acknowledge their own skills and can
deploy them effectively. These leaders learn to know themselves and nurture their strengths.
They do not see things they do wrong as failures, but view them more as mistakes, and mistakes
are simply not the “best” way to do things. Bennis also believes that a good leader can be felt
throughout the workplace. Their pace and energy makes people feel significant, they believe
competence in your work matters, they believe in unity of the team, and believe work should be
exciting.
The last theory is Social Systems Theory by Green. This concept uses the whole
organization and has the philosophy that the leader of the school should consider all of the
relationships in the school that make up the whole environment before taking action. This theory
states that the leader should consider all parts of the organization, considering how the action
will effect each part and then how the part will work together after that, before making decision.
Then the leader should seek feedback from all parties.
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Green defines understanding self as,
The knowledge an individual possess relative to his or her own personal beliefs and
thought processes and how he / she might behave in a given situation or react to a
particular issue. Specifically, it is what individuals believe about the environment in
which they live and function, the people with whom they interact, the strengths they have
acquired, and the values that influence their behavior. In addition, it refers to an
acquisition of knowledge of how their behavior influences the behavior of others. (Green,
p. 26)
In order to manage outward behavior there must have a strong sense or understanding
about ones beliefs, values, weaknesses and strengths. This comes with a strong sense of selfawareness and honestly. When one is aware of their strengths and weaknesses they can begin to
create strategies to deal with how they respond to others. This takes the leader looking at their
own reaction though the perspective lens of another before offering a response. (Green p. 26)
Since the leaders values affect the way they respond and those responses create behaviors
from others, leaders should evaluate their own personal hierarchy of values. Leaders may have
faux values and authentic values. These become clear by the behavior of the leader. Their
behavior marks whether or not the values they say they have are actually true. For example, if a
leader stated that they valued the environment, but never recycles or reuses they have a faux
value in the environment (Green, 28).
After leaders define their values, they should acquire a grasp on how they have
come to hold their current belief system. This would be how they feel about people, events or
issues and where there convictions may lie according to these things. These feelings are created
from, or as a result of, experiences or impressions that they have had in their past. No two
person’s will ever behave the exact same. These beliefs can in turn influence the values of the
leader. The values of the leader will effect their behavior. Leaders must recognize that people
may talk incessantly about their belief that all children can learn but may act like there is a
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particular group in their class that will not succeed. This happens when their beliefs and their
behavior do not align. The same thing can happen with values.
Leaders can determine their passion by aligning their strengths with tasks they
accomplish effectively. This will help the leader align their organization and create better goal
attainment. This is why leaders must not only identify their own personal strengths but others in
their organization as well. Through this process leaders might find there is an area where a task
should be complete and there is not a person with a strength to accomplish it.
Leaders can display behavior in different ways. It can be task oriented, relationship
oriented, or a combination of both. Leaders can develop a perception of persons capability based
on their past behavior. This can be positive or negative. The leader might come to the
relationship with a pre-conceived notion of how the person will work. This can also be true for
the leader. The leader must be aware of their behaviors and realize if they are conveying a
negative perception. Then they must strive to exhibit behaviors that would alter that current
perception.
The four quadrants of the Johari Window can be used to find a better understanding of
self. Green states by improving self-awareness, the Johari Window is a great tool for guidance.
This model will help the leader gain an understanding of self and be clear about what they know
and do not know about their own behavior. This behavior influences others and is a model for
how others treat each other, maintain a work ethic, and entertain their purpose. (Green p. 35)
The four quadrants are The Public Self, The Blind Self, The Private Self, The Unknown
Self. First, the “Public Self” exhibits the behavior the leader wishes for others to see. The second
quadrant or “Blind Self” is where others can see things that the leader is not aware. The leader
should try to reduce the negative aspects of blind self by being aware of how their behaviors are

26

impacting others through feedback. The leader should be receptive about this feedback and alter
their behavior to minify negative things they may be advocating or blocking. Sometimes this
may happen when the school leader overrates his or herself. The third quadrant is called the
“Private Self”. In this quadrant the leaders are aware about his or herself, but may have not
shared this information to others in the school. This quadrant deals with privacy, but should be
taken into consideration carefully. Leaders should have the right to parts of their lives they do not
wish to share with the public, but to keep a lot of information private might make it seem like
they are hiding something. Green states, “When school leaders share their true position with
others, they minimize conflict, open their lines of communication, and enhance potential of
building the type of trust based culture that exists in a professional learning community.” (Green,
p. 35) The last quadrant is the “Unknown Self”. This quadrant could be the opportunity quadrant.
It is the assumption that there are things that the schoolhouse does not know about the leader and
things the leader might not yet know about him or her. An example would be their ability to carry
out a specific task they have never done before. The unknown self eventually becomes private,
blind, or public. Green also says, in the Art of Principal Leadership, that individual’s behavior
will eventually reveal what the individual truly believes.
The Influence of Principal Leadership on Student Achievement
A student’s chance of academic success is directly related to the effectiveness of how
their school operates (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Leithwood and Reihl posit, that good
leaders pursue goals with clarity and tenacity, and are accountable for their accomplishments,
which infers they know the ends to which they are striving. For a leader to accomplish this, they
must be aware of the instructional environment of their school. The principal must understand
school accountability and how to move students academically so they become proficient in core
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subjects. Marzano describes in his publication of 2003, What works in schools, Translating
Action into research, that “scholars in an effective schools as opposed to an ineffective schools
have a 44 percent difference in their expected passing rate on tests that have a typical passing
rate of 50 percent.” This scenario only compounds when we contrast “highly effective” schools
and “highly ineffective” schools.
Effective schools are not only vital for students, but this urgency must be born in the
heart of the leader. Through the flurry of reform efforts, not many have been touted as successful.
DuFour argues that the problem is not that there is an unwillingness of educators to work hard or
a uncaring heart for their students, but the issue is actually a lack of capacity to promote learning
for all students in the structures and systems in which they currently work (DuFour & Marzano,
2011). Stigler and Heibert discuss in The Teaching Gap: Best Ideas from the World’s Teachers
For Improving Education in the Classroom that teaching success is often measure by how well
teachers can carry out a recommended practice, for example, how well their cooperative groups
are used or if they use manipulatives well, instead of performance outcomes for their students (p.
121). Leadership is like that in many ways too. Sometimes leaders are evaluated on singular
items of an all-encompassing job of the principal such as the culture of their school, the ease of a
professional learning community, or the tastiness of the lunchroom food. As. Marzano, Waters,
and McNulty attempted in School Leadership that works: From Research to Results, by
identifying “21 Responsibilities of the School Leader”, Green’s theories incorporate all lenses of
school leadership into four areas and this research aligns them with school effectiveness data in
an attempt to identify the dimensions of leadership that move student learning the most.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between elementary-level
educators’ perceptions of their school’s implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of
educational leadership and the percentage of students proficient in language arts and in
mathematics, averaged over three years.
Addressed by responses to two dozen items selected from the 2013 state-wide
administration of the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning survey in Tennessee (TELL
Tennessee), the five research questions that flow from this general purpose may be stated as
follows:
1) Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented
practices related to “Understanding Self and Others”—the first dimension of Green’s
model of educational leadership—and their school’s three-year average percentage of
students proficient in language arts and in mathematics?
2) Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented
practices related to “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life”—the second
dimension of Green’s model of educational leadership—and their school’s average
percentage of students proficient in language arts and in mathematics, both averaged
over three years?
3) Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented
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practices related to “Building Bridges through Relationships”—the third dimension of
Green’s model of educational leadership—and their school’s percentage of students
proficient in language arts and in mathematics, both averaged over three years?
4) Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented
practices related to “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” the fourth dimension of
Green’s model of educational leadership— and their school’s percentage of students
proficient in language arts and in mathematics, both averaged over three years?
5) Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship
between elementary educators’ perceptions of their schools’ overall implementation of
Green’s model of educational leadership and their school’s percentage of students
proficient in language arts and in mathematics, both averaged over three years?
The present chapter continues with an explanation of the general methodology employed
in this study—specifically, secondary analysis of an existing set of survey data. Immediately
following is a description of the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL)
Questionnaire from which these survey data were derived and a discussion of that instrument’s
psychometric properties. In the next section, an outline is provided of the conditions under which
the secondary data specific to this study were collected, supplemented by tables that statistically
describe the set of Tennessee educators whose responses constitute the present dataset. Inclusive
of a discussion of the source and meaning of the control, independent, and dependent variables
employed in this study, the final section of the chapter provides a statement of the analytic
strategies to be employed in answering the research questions previously stated.
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Overall Methodology
According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), research is usually categorized in
terms of its general methodology, as qualitative, quantitative, experimental, or non-experimental.
When employing a quantitative approach, questionnaires, tests, records, standardized observation
instruments, and existing data bases can serve as appropriate sources for data (Patton ,1997).
Common to the quantitative approach is the utilization of data from human samples and the
placing of that the data in predetermined categories for statistical analysis, the intended result
being an unbiased and objective interpretation of data (Creswell, 2008).
Drawing upon existing data sources, the researcher approached the five research
questions posed by this study quantitatively and non-experimentally, working in a mode of
inquiry commonly referred to as “analysis of secondary data” or more simply “secondary
analysis.”
According to Hakim (1982), secondary data analysis may be defined as “further analysis
of an existing data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge additional to, or
different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection and its results” (p. 1). On
this definition, specific uses to which such analyses may be put include:
Condensed reports (such as social area analysis based on selected social indicators)
More detailed reports (offering additional detail on the same topic)
Reports which focus on a particular sub-topic (such as unemployment) or social
group (such as ethnic minority)
Reports angled towards a particular policy issue or question
Analyses based on a conceptual framework or theory not applied to the original
analysis
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Re-analyses which take advantage of more sophisticated analytical techniques to test
hypotheses and answer questions in a more comprehensive and succinct manner than
in the original report. (Hakim, 1982, p. 1)
Given the uses Hakim outlined, the present study would appear to lend itself to secondary
analysis in at least three respects. First, as a way to organize the original observations. it employs
Green’s four dimensional model of leadership, “a conceptual framework or theory not applied to
the original analysis” (Hakim, 1982, p.1). As is, the TELL is simply a loosely-coupled inventory
of constructs aimed at measuring climate; use of the system of ideas that the Green model
represents brings to bear a several streams of research into the factors critical for making schools
more effective. Second, in merging the perceptual data derived from the TELL instrument with
other data sources—specifically those dealing with school demographics and student outcomes-the study enables additional insight into how attention to very specific aspects of the school’s
climate might make for a more satisfied, stable, and productive school community. Finally,
going beyond a simple description of questionnaire outcomes in terms of frequencies and
percentages, as exemplified by the myriad TELL reports that have been published online, the
present study applies somewhat “more sophisticated analytical techniques to . . . answer
questions” (Hakim, p. 1) that were either not fully addressed or were unaddressed previously.
Instrument
Context and History
A review of the literature indicates that a wide variety of measures of the school
environment—whether conceived of under the aegis of “school climate,” “learning environment”
“teacher working conditions,” etc.—are in use. Witcher (1993) reviewed several of these
measures and found that those that resulted in the most reliable assessments were those that
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generated information about multiple aspects of the school—including “an emphasis on
academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating curriculum, professional collegiality, and
closeness to parents and community.” According to Witcher, these most reliable instruments were
also easy for respondents to understand, were appropriate to several levels of schooling and
possessed of adequate evidence of psychometric validity and reliability.
A school climate instrument that is widely thought to meet these requirements is the
Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Questionnaire (TELL). Originally developed in
2002 by the New Teacher Center (NTC), the instrument made its debut in North Carolina but has
since then been administered across 18 states to nearly 1.5 million educators (New Teacher
Center, 2016). Currently implemented in six states and in three metropolitan school districts, the
TELL continues to provide information to both policymakers and practitioners about the
following eight research-based constructs:
Time—Available time to plan, to collaborate, to provide instruction, and to eliminate
barriers in order to maximize instructional time during the school day
Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers
Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school
Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct issues
and ensure a safe school environment
Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom and
school practices
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School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting, supportive
environments and address teacher concerns
Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities for
educators to enhance their teaching
Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (TELL Tennessee Research Brief, 2013).
In addition to information about aforementioned eight climate-related constructs, the
TELL also provides some synoptic indicators of the respondents’ level of satisfaction with the
school as “overall . . . a good place to work and learn” as well as sense of the respondents’
“immediate professional intentions.” These professional intentions embrace such choices as to
whether the respondent intends to remain at his/her current school, to transfer to another school
or district, or to leave the classroom for another position, either administrative, nonadministrative, or entirely outside of education. Perhaps as a way to increase the response rate by
preserving anonymity, the TELL seeks only a modicum of demographic information respondent
(i.e., total years of teaching experience, number years at the school, grades served by the
respondents’ school).
Evidence of the Validity and Reliability of the TELL
Some degree of informal or prima facie evidence of the validity of the TELL instrument
seems inherent in the instrument’s longevity and widespread adoption. This sort of testimonial
evidence aside, however, resources provided on the TELL TN website not only chart the
evolution of the instrument’s “content validity” but also report on statistical analyses pertinent to
the reliability and “structural validity” of the eight research-based constructs alluded to
previously. As summarized in a Spring 2013 research brief published on the TELL TN website,
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the items developed for the first iteration of the instrument originated in one part from a wideranging literature review of research on the role of working conditions on educator
dissatisfaction and educator mobility and in another part from School and Staffing Survey data.
Over and above these issues of “content validity,” the same research brief also points to studies
done to establish the instrument’s “structural validity.” Using data taken from 400,000 educators
from 5,000 schools in 12 states, Swanlund (2011) used a combination of factor analysis and
“Rasch measurement modeling” to examine the dimensionality of the instrument. In his
analyses, Swanlund found more constructs (13) than the eight that the instrument purported to
measure. However, Swanlund went on to note that the additional constructs seemed also to fit
comfortably within the eight-construct framework, with the additional five clusters of items
serving to refine four of the original domains. When an early wave of TELL Tennessee data was
analyzed using an approach similar to Swanlund’s, the analyst identified 10 constructs, with the
Facilities and Resources construct and Instructional Practices and Support construct each
splitting into two subsets.
To sum up, all statistical analyses carried out on the TELL to date suggest that the original
instrument and its variants do in the main “measure what they purport to measure” (Popham,
2016) but that more fine-grained conclusions may be drawn about specific groups of items
within two or three of the constructs.
Focus of the Present Study and Description of Sample
Informed by the TELL’s precedent use in the legacy Memphis City Schools as an element
of the district’s partnership with the Gates Foundation (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
2016), the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) subsequently adopted the TELL as its
measure of choice with respect to school climate issues. Using school-and district level online
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reports derived from the second of two TELL administrations sponsored by the TDOE,
University of Memphis, Department of Leadership students and faculty subsequently mounted a
series of pilot studies that involved the manipulation of the online TELL data and their merging
with other TDOE school demographic and student achievement information. When the New
Teacher Center personnel were informed of these efforts, they made available to the U of M
Leadership students and faculty the entire TELL Tennessee dataset for 2013, this dataset
populated with some 61,341 observations linked to 1668 educational institutions.
Demographic Characteristics of Sample: Individual Level
As Table 1 shows, about 44% of the 60,000 plus sample counted themselves as being
from elementary institutions, roughly equal proportions linked themselves to middle schools
(27.5%) and high schools (27.9%), and less than 1% indicated their connection to some “special”
educational site (0.5%). Absent about 2% of all respondents who did not declare what position
they occupied at their institution, nearly 90% of the respondents remaining indicated that they
were teachers (89.1%), about equal numbers listed themselves as either principals (1.8%) or
assistant principals (2.0), and the rest as some “other” education professional. While about 2% of
the respondents also failed to indicate how long they had been an educator, slightly more than
45% indicated that their careers spanned 10 or fewer years (45.1%), while slightly fewer than
54% indicated that their careers exceeded 10 years (53.6%). With respect to school tenure, more
than half of the respondents noted that they had been at their current schools six or fewer years,
while a little less than half put their tenure at more than six years.
Demographic Characteristics of Sample: Institutional Level
When these data were aggregated to the school level and merged with additional
information obtained from the TDOE website, some 1,187 institutions serving elementary
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students were found to have non-missing values on the intake and outcome variables projected
for use in this study (see Table 2). With respect to intake variables pertinent to students, TDOE
statistics indicated that on average slightly more than 60% of such students qualify for free and
reduced lunch (62.25%), a little more than one-quarter could
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at the Individual Level (N = 61341)

Characteristic

f

%

School Level
Elementary
High
Middle
Special

24185
15130
15039
279

44.3
27.7
27.5
0.5

Position
Teacher
Principal
Assistant Principal
Other Education Professional
Not Answered

54633
1107
1213
3199
1189

89.1
1.8
2.0
5.2
1.9

Years of Experience
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

3552
5698
8051
9782
18412
14471
1375

5.8
9.3
13.1
15.9
30.0
23.6
2.2

Years at the School
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

8392
10906
11799
10394
12194
5686
1970

13.7
17.8
19.2
16.9
19.9
9.3
3.2

be categorized as being non-White (26.9%) and a little more than 15% might be classified as
subject to some sort of learning disability (15.2%). With respect to intake variables pertinent to
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faculty, responses to TELL items indicated that, on average, somewhat more than half of
educators at these institutions claimed more than 10 years of experience (56.1%) while a
somewhat smaller proportion indicated their having been employed at their present school more
than six years (50.0%). In terms of future professional intentions, Table 2 also reveals that almost
85% of all TELL respondents indicated on average that they planned to keep working at their
present schools (84.9%), as contrasted with the remainder who respectively planned to “move”
to another district or school (6.1%) or to “leave” the classroom altogether (9.04%). Consistent
with these outcomes, next shown in Table 2 is that, on being asked whether their school “is a
good place to work and learn,” most educators on average selected the “agree” response (M =
3.17, SD = 0.27), this choice denoting a rather high level of overall satisfaction with how their
school functions.
In terms of the school’s functioning as an academic institution, TDOE accountability data
indicates that, averaged across three years, the school-wide percent of students found be to
proficient and advanced in reading and mathematics was only about 45% (M = 45.04, SD =
13.92), with many fewer students proficient in mathematics (M = 42.68, SD = 14.59) than in
reading (M = 47.41, SD = 14.23). Perhaps because of some very high scoring students, the mean
NCE in reading and mathematics averaged over three years was eight points higher (M = 53.6,
SD = 7.60), with only a slight difference in students’ average NCE scores in mathematics (M =
55.17, SD = 7.42) and reading M = 52.03, SD = 8.22).
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Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at the Institutional Level (N = 1187)

Variable

M

SD

Free Reduced Lunch (%)

62.25

21.54

Minority Students (%)

26.92

27.50

Students w/ Disabilities (%)

15.16

5.10

Teachers > 10 Years’ Experience (%)

56.06

13.57

Teachers > 6 Years’ Tenure (%)

50.02

17.07

Stayers (%)

84.89

11.39

Movers (%)

6.07

8.04

Leavers (%)

9.04

6.89

Mean Satisfaction

3.17

0.27

Percent Proficient Reading 2010-12

47.41

14.23

Percent Proficient Math 2010-12

42.68

14.59

Mean % Proficient in Reading/Math

45.04

13.92

Mean NCE Mathematics 2010-12

55.17

7.42

Mean NCE Reading 2010-2012

52.03

8.22

Mean Reading/Mathematics NCEs

53.60

7.60

Validity and Reliability of the Independent Variable
With respect to capturing the four dimensions of Green’s model, the model developer
himself reviewed the TELL items and selected five that in his view best represented the concepts
that each dimension embraced. Presented in Table 3 is the final selection of items by dimension.
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Provided therein are the means and standard deviations for each item, as well as for the
dimension and instrument as a whole. Also provided is the Cronbach’s alpha statistic, which
indicates the extent to which each set of items exhibits internal consistency reliability. A review
of these statistics indicates that each scale exhibits a level of reliability far above minimum levels
of acceptability ( >= .70).
Analysis
For each of the five research questions, hierarchical or “block entry” multiple regression
will be employed to arrive at the extent of relationship between the model dimensions previously
mentioned and two outcome variables: namely,
the school-level percentage of students’ deemed proficient or advanced in language arts,
averaged over three years (2010-2012).
the school-level percentage of students’ deemed proficient or advanced in mathematuics,
averaged over three years (2010-2012).
Insofar as five research questions by two outcomes are anticipated, ten multiple
regressions are planned, unfolding in three blocks. Entered in a first block will be three “studentoriented” variables (Percent Free/Reduced Lunch, Percent Minority, and Percent Students with
Disabilities). Next, in a second block will appear two “faculty- oriented” variables (Percent of
Faculty with More than 10 Years’ Experience, Percent of Faculty with More than Six Years’
Tenure). Finally, in a third block will appear the aspect of Green’s model, whether a single
dimension or the aggregate of all dimension.
This sort of block-entry procedure is designed to enable the estimation of the unique
relationship between the dimension in question (independent variable) and the outcome in
question (dependent variable), having accounted for the “confounding” influence on that
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outcome of student- and faculty-oriented variables (covariates or “control’ variables). Given the
way the analysis unfolds, where statistical significance is observed for the final black, it may be
concluded that model dimension to some extent heightens or detracts from student proficiency;
where statistical significance is not observed, it may be conversely concluded that the model
dimension has no impact on student achievement. While the presence or absence of an effect is
suggested by the statistics obtained both for the block as a whole as well as for the variable or
variables added to the model in that block, the magnitude of an effect is given by the percentage
difference in the R2 statistics for the penultimate and final blocks.
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Table 3: Means and Standard Deviations for Each Item and Scale by Dimension

Item

M

SD

Dimension 1 Scale (α = .89)

3.22

0.219

1. The faculty and leadership have a shared vision.

3.16

0.311

2.Teachers are held to high professional standards for delivering
instruction.

3.48

0.206

3. Teacher performance is assessed objectively.

3.16

0.313

4. Teachers are encouraged to reflect on their own practice.

3.23

0.203

5. Provided supports (i.e., instructional coaching, PLCs, etc.)
translate to improvements in instructional practices by teachers.

3.09

0.260

Dimension 2 Scale (α = .82)

3.12

0.241

1. Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their
essential role of educating students.

2.90

0.287

2. Teachers have adequate space to work productively.

3.22

0.290

3. The physical environment of classrooms in this school supports
teaching and learning.

3.30

0.280

4. There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect.

3.05

0.404

5. Teachers work in professional learning communities to develop
and align instructional practices.

3.13

0.304
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(Table 3 continued)

Item

M

SD

Dimension 3 Scale (α = .89)

3.07

0.229

1. This school maintains clear, two-way communication with
parents/guardians and the community.

3.22

0.251

2. Teachers are trusted to make sound professional decisions about
instruction.

3.16

0.306

3. Teachers are encouraged to participate in school leadership
roles.

3.23

0.252

4. Professional development provides teachers with strategies to
involve families and other community members as active partners.

2.76

0.295

5. Professional development provides ongoing opportunities for
teachers to work with colleagues to refine teaching practices.

2.99

0.267

Dimension 4 Scale (α = .89)

3.23

0.215

1. Teachers have sufficient access to appropriate instructional
materials.

3.13

0.272

2. The school leadership facilitates using data to improve student
learning.

3.51

0.209

3. Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching.

3.24

0.264

4. The school improvement team provides effective leadership at
this school.

3.09

0.307

5. Professional learning opportunities are aligned with the school’s
improvement plan.

3.18

0.222

All 20 Items (α = .96)

3.16

0.216
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationships between elementary students’
proficiency in Language Arts and Mathematics and the perceived extent to which the schools
attended by these students have implemented Green’s four-dimensional model of educational
leadership. Deriving from this overall purpose are the more specific research questions that
follow:
Research Question 1:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented practices related
to “Understanding Self and Others”—the first dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership—and their school’s three-year average percentage of students proficient in Language
Arts and in Mathematics?
Research Question 2:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented practices related
to “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life”—the second dimension of Green’s
model of educational leadership—and their school’s average percentage of students proficient in
Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
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Research Question 3:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices related to
“Building Bridges through Relationships”—the third dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership—and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 4:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices related to
“Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” the fourth dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership— and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 5:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of their schools’ overall implementation of Green’s model of
educational leadership and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and
in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
The chapter opens with an inspection of the descriptive statistics underwriting the
multiple regression analyses employed to answer the five research questions. Accompanied by
brief discussions, summaries of the aforementioned multiple regression analyses are provided for
each research question in turn. A brief synopsis of what was learned from these analyses
concludes the chapter.
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Descriptive Statistics
Inspection of the zero-order correlation matrix that summarizes the relationships between
the five “control” variables and the two dependent variables employed in these analyses suggests
that all five of the controls are relevant to explaining variation in both types of achievementoriented outcomes (see Table 4). Although the subject matter being assessed differs, the
averaged three-year percent proficient in Language Arts and averaged three-year percent
proficient in Mathematics are highly correlated (r = .87, p < .01). With respect to all three
student-oriented demographic variables and student achievement, negative relationships are
consistently demonstrated, especially between the percent of students on free and reduced lunch
and both Language Arts percent proficient (r = -.86, p <.01) and Mathematics percent proficient
(r = -.71, p < .01). Increasing such scores, on the other hand, are the two faculty-oriented
demographic variables associated with teaching experience and teacher tenure. As revealed in
the table, the percent of faculty with more than 10 years’ experience both significantly and
positively correlates with both Language Arts proficiency (at r = .19, p < .01) and Mathematics
proficiency (at r = .15, p < .01). Likewise and to the same extent, the percent of faculty with
more than six years’ tenure both significantly and positively correlates with both Language Arts
proficiency (at r = .19, p < .01) and Mathematics proficiency (at r = .15, p < .01). Insofar as both
of these faculty-oriented variables concern teachers persisting over time, the faculty experience
and faculty tenure variables are themselves inter-correlated (r = .65, p < .01).
It should be noted that while faculty experience and tenure both exercise a positive
influence on student academic growth, they are apparently in shorter supply in those places
where they are arguably most needed. At those schools with larger percentages of students on
free and reduced lunch, the reader will note that the percent of faculty with more than six years’
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tenure as well as faculty with more than 10 years’ experience are both significantly and
negatively correlated (r = -.16, p < .01 and r = -.09, p < .05, respectively). Similarly, at those
schools with larger percentages of minority students, the reader will note that faculty tenure as
well as faculty experience are both significantly and negatively correlated (r = -.18, p < .01 and r
= -.42, p < .05, respectively).
Table 4: Matrix of Zero-Order Correlations between Control Variables in the Model and Two
Measures of Elementary Student Achievement (N = 1187)
Variable

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. F/R Lunch Students (%)
2. Minority Students (%)
3. LD Students (%)
4. Faculty Experience (%)
5. Faculty Tenure (%)
6. Language Arts (%)
7. Mathematics (%)

.40** .23** -.16** -.09** -.86** -.71**
1
-.18** -.18** -.42** -.47** -.35**
1
-.03** .08** -.19** -.13**
1
.65** .19** .15**
1
.19** .15**
1
.87**
1

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

**p < .01, two-tailed.
	
  

Suggesting ways that school leadership might enable higher student achievement is a
second matrix of zero-order correlations highlighting the relationships between the four
dimensions examined in this study and the control and dependent variables previously
considered (see Table 5). Without controlling for other influences at the school, all four model
dimensions correlate significantly and positively with Language Arts proficiency percentages,
ranging between r = .25 and r = .28 and averaging across all dimensions at r = .27. Somewhat
more strongly, all four model dimensions also correlate significantly and positively with
Mathematics proficiency percentages, ranging between r = .29 and r = .31 and averaging across
all dimensions at r = .32. Unfortunately, however, none of the scores on the four dimensions are
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directionally linked to schools with higher numbers of students on free and reduced lunch.
Historically most in need of a leadership that abets student achievement, such schools appear less
likely to have leadership that is sufficiently attuned to
understanding self and others (r = -.17, p < .01);
understanding the complexities of organizational life” (r = -.19, p < .01);
building bridges through relationships (r = -.18 p < .01); and
engaging in leadership best practices (r = .14, p < .01).
Schools with higher percentages of minority students also appear to be at something of a
disadvantage with respect to the four dimensions. While systematically negative and statistically
significant, the correlations are, however, lower on the whole, with r = .10 on average.
While all of these correlations are zero-order and do not “partial out” the influence of
other variables, these linkages should be kept in mind as the results of the regression analyses are
presented below.
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Table 5: Matrix of Zero-Order Correlations between Leadership Dimension Scores and Other
Variables in the Model (N = 1187)
Variable

1

2

3

4

All

F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Language Arts (%)
Mathematics (%)

-.17**
-.07*
.01*
.01*
.00*
.25**
.29**

-.19**
-.15**
.00*
.01*
.04*
.28**
.30**

-.18**
-.08**
-.03**
.03**
.03**
.26**
.31**

-.14**
-.07*
.00*
.02*
.04*
.25**
.30**

-.18**
-.10**
-.01**
.02*
.03**
.27**
.32**

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

* p < .05, two-tailed;**p < .01, two-tailed.
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Outcomes
Outcomes Common to All Five Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses
For the two sets of five hierarchical multiple regressions that were conducted to answer
the research questions, the statistical outcomes were identical for blocks one and two. They
differed only with respect to block three and the inclusion of the leadership dimension named for
that particular question. In attempting to fit these regression models to the data, procedures
outlined by Field (2013, p. 316) were followed to check for linearity and unusual cases and to
determine whether the statistical assumptions of homoscedasticity, normality, and independence
were tenable. With no violations of these assumptions observed, final regressions were executed
with the results following.
Block One Outcomes: Student Demographic Variables
As presented in Tables 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14, the three student demographic variables
included in block one collectively explain a statistically significant proportion of the variance in
the percentage of students’ proficient in language arts (F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 =
.753). Inspection of the block statistics reveals the percent of students on free and reduced lunch
to have the largest beta weight and thus the greatest importance among the three variables (β = 0.79 t = -46.96, p < .001). Running a distant second in explaining students’ proficiency is the
percent of minority students (β = -0.16, t = -9.53, p = .001). Marginally significant but still of
some influence student on the percent of students at the school proficient in language arts is the
percentage of students with disabilities (LD students) (β = -0.04, t = -2.34, p = .001).
As presented in Tables 7, 9, 11, 13, and 15, much the same results are observed with
respect to student demographics and student proficiency percentages in mathematics. When
compared to regression outcomes for language arts, the three demographic variables explain a

much smaller but still statistically significant proportion of the variance in students’ proficiency
F(3, 1183) = 418.12, p < .001, R2 = .515). Inspection of the block statistics reveals the percent of
students on free and reduced lunch to have again the largest beta weight and thus the greatest
importance among the three variables (β = -0.69, t = -29.54, p < .001). Likewise, as before, the
percentage of minority students (β = -0.07, t = -2.80, p = .005) proves to be statistically
significantly linked to the outcome. A difference in the regression models for language arts and
mathematics is the percent of students with disabilities is not statistically significant and not a
predictor of student achievement in mathematics (β = 0.02, t = 0.96, p =.336).
Block Two Outcomes: Faculty Demographic Variables
Controlling for the student-related demographic variables, inclusion of the facultyoriented demographic variables in block two makes for a statistically significant but only slightly
substantive increase towards explaining variation in student proficiency in Language Arts (F
Change (2, 1181) = 10.81, p < .001, R2 = .758) and in Mathematics (F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64,
p = .004, R2 = .519). With respect to both of these, only the faculty tenure variable appears to be
linked to the outcomes, however, whether that outcome be mean percent proficient in Language
Arts (β = 0.08, t = 3.66, p < .001) or mean percent proficient in Mathematics (β = 0.08, t = 2.85,
p = .004). Notwithstanding the contributions of the faculty tenure variable, it is still the
percentage of students on free and reduced lunch that, at this point in the analysis, is of the
greatest importance in explaining variation in the percent in students’ Language Arts
performance (β = -0.79, t = -46.82, p < .001) and their Mathematics performance (β = -0.70, t = 29.54, p < .001).
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Summary: Block One through Two Outcomes
To sum up the results of the analyses to this point, what appears to be largely
determinative of student achievement outcomes are student demographics in general and
students’ free and reduced lunch status in particular. While faculty tenure seems to promote
student achievement, its influence appears to be far below that of the students’ free and reduced
lunch status and at or below the influence exercised by the schools’ percent of minority students.
As suggested by the cumulative value of the R2 statistics, student and faculty demographic
characteristics appear to be much more influential as regards students’ literacy achievement as
opposed to their achievement as regards numeracy. What the perceived practice of the four
leadership dimensions may add to the models previously described is presented in turn for each
of the analyses following.
Research Question 1:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, are there relationships between an
elementary school’s exhibiting a “competing values” profile that is balanced (three or four
quadrant scores above the population mean) rather than unbalanced (two or fewer quadrant
scores above the population mean) and longitudinally-assessed Language Arts and Mathematics
achievement, measured as mean NCE scores and mean percent proficient?
Of the five control variables entered previously, four are found to be statistically significant with
respect to the Language Arts outcome. Of these four variables, the percent of students on free
and reduced lunch is by far the most important (β = -0.77, t = -46.28, p < .001), followed by the
percent of minority students (β = -0.12, t = -689, p < .001), faculty tenure (β = 0.08, t = 3.83, p <
.001), and the percent of LD students (β = -0.04, t = -2.66, p < .001). The addition of the
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Leadership Dimension One variable proves to a statistically significant influence on student
proficiency Language Arts, explaining some 2.8% of the variance in that outcome (β = 0.11, t =
7.98, p < .001).
As with student proficiency in Language Arts, the addition of the Leadership Dimension
One variable likewise proves to a statistically significant influence on student proficiency in
Mathematics (β = 0.18, t = 8.98, p < .001), explaining a little more than 3% of the variance in
that outcome. In the final analysis, however, only the percent of students on free and reduced
lunch (β = -0.67, t = -28.70, p < .001) and the percent of faculty with more than six years’ tenure
(β = 0.09, t = 3.03, p = .003) are found to exercise a statistically significant influence on the
outcome.
Research Question 2:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools have implemented practices related
to “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life”—the second dimension of Green’s
model of educational leadership—and their school’s average percentage of students proficient in
Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
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Table 6: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension One Scores on the Percent
of Students Proficient in Language Arts 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Language Arts

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 = .753
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.52
-0.08
-0.10

0.01
0.01
0.04

-0.79
-0.16
-0.04

-46.96
-9.53
-2.34

0.000
0.000
0.020

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 738.77, p < .001, R2 = .758,
F Change (2, 1181) = 10.81 p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.52
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02

-0.79
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
0.08

-46.82
-6.72
-2.25
-0.22
3.66

0.000
0.000
0.025
0.829
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 658.88, p < .001, R2 = .770,
F Change (1, 1180) = 63.60, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension One
	
  	
  

-0.51
-0.06
-0.11
0.00
0.07
7.35

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.92
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-0.77
-0.12
-0.04
0.00
0.08
0.11
	
  	
  

-46.28
-6.89
-2.66
-0.16
3.83
7.98
	
  	
  

0.000
0.000
0.008
0.874
0.000
0.000
	
  	
  

Table 7: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension One Scores on the Percent
of Students Proficient in Mathematics 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Mathematics

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 418.21, p < .001, R2 = .515
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.47
-0.03
0.06

0.02
0.01
0.06

-0.69
-0.07
0.02

-29.54
-2.80
0.96

0.000
0.005
0.336

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 255.15, p < .001, R2 = .519,
F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64, p = .004
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.48
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.03

-0.70
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08

-29.43
-1.10
1.03
-0.51
2.85

0.000
0.271
0.302
0.609
0.004

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 240.42, p < .001, R2 = .550,
F Change (1, 1180) = 80.70, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension One
	
  	
  

-0.45
-0.01
0.04
-0.01
0.07
11.88

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.02
1.32
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-0.67
-0.03
0.01
-0.01
0.09
0.18
	
  	
  

-28.70
-1.13
0.67
-0.46
3.03
8.98
	
  	
  

0.000
0.259
0.506
0.647
0.003
0.000
	
  	
  

Inspection of the block three statistics shown in Tables 8 and 9 reveals results for the addition of
the Leadership Dimension Two variable that are nearly the same for those seen for the addition
of Leadership Dimension One. Again, proving to be of signal importance in explaining the
Language Arts outcome is the percent of students on free and reduced lunch (β = -0.78, t = 46.25., p < .001), followed by the percent of minority students (β = -0.12 t = -6.42, p < .001),
followed by the percent of faculty with more than six years’ tenure (β = 0.07 t = 3.64, p < .001).
As with the previous model involving Dimension One, of marginal significance in explaining
students’ Language Arts proficiency is the percent of LD students (β = -0.04 t = -2.46, p = .014).
Although the percent of faculty with more than 10 years’ experience fails to meet even that
threshold, Leadership Dimension Two results in a statistically significant, if only fractional,
increase in the model R2. This small but significant change is denoted not only by the block
statistics for the “change” in the model (F(1, 1180) = 53.84, p < .001), R2 = .768), but also by the
t-test statistics for the individual variable (β = 0.11, t = 7.34, p <.001).
As regards student proficiency in Mathematics, inspection of the block three statistics in
Table 9 indicates that including Leadership Dimension Two likewise results in a statistically
significant change in the R2, some 2.6% over and above the R2 that was previously observed.
With respect to this outcome, a best fitting model only includes the percent of students on free
and reduced lunch (β = -0.67, t = -28.70, p < .001), and the faculty demographic variable related
to tenure (β = 0.08, t = 2.81, p < .001), in addition to perceptions of the school’s implementation
of practices related to understanding the complexities of organizational life.
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Table 8: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Two Scores on the Percent
of Students Proficient in Language Arts 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Language Arts

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 = .753
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.52
-0.08
-0.10

0.01
0.01
0.04

-0.79
-0.16
-0.04

-46.96
-9.53
-2.34

0.000
0.000
0.020

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 738.77, p < .001, R2 = .758,
F Change (2, 1181) = 10.81 p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.52
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02

-0.79
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
0.08

-46.82
-6.72
-2.25
-0.22
3.66

0.000
0.000
0.025
0.829
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 652.17, p < .001, R2 = .768,
F Change (1, 1180) = 53.84, p <.001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Two
	
  	
  

-0.51
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06
6.21

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.85
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-0.78
-0.12
-0.04
0.00
0.07
0.11
	
  	
  

-46.25
-6.42
-2.46
-0.01
3.64
7.34
	
  	
  

0.000
0.000
0.014
0.992
0.000
0.000
	
  	
  

Table 9:	
  Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Two Scores on the Percent
of Students Proficient in Mathematics 2010-12 (N =1187)	
  
Source on Mathematics

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 418.21, p < .001, R2 = .515
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.47
-0.03
0.06

0.02
0.01
0.06

-0.69
-0.07
0.02

-29.54
-2.80
0.96

0.000
0.005
0.336

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 255.15, p < .001, R2 = .519,
F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64, p = .004
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.48
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.03

-0.70
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08

-29.43
-1.10
1.03
-0.51
2.85

0.000
0.271
0.302
0.609
0.004

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 253.54, p < .001, R2 = .545,
F Change (1, 1180) = 66.52, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Two
	
  	
  

-0.46
-0.01
0.05
-0.01
0.07
9.93

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.02
1.22
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-0.67
-0.02
0.02
-0.01
0.08
0.16
	
  	
  

-28.70
-0.64
0.88
-0.29
2.81
8.16
	
  	
  

0.000
0.522
0.380
0.771
0.005
0.000
	
  	
  

Research Question 3:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices related to
“Building Bridges through Relationships”—the third dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership—and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Inspection of the block three statistics shown in Tables 10 and 11 reveals results for the
addition of the Leadership Dimension Three variable that are nearly identical to those seen for
previous models. Again, proving to be of signal importance in explaining the Language Arts
outcome is the percent of students on free and reduced lunch (β = -0.78, t = -46.25., p < .001),
followed by the percent of minority students (β = -0.12 t = -6.42, p < .001), followed by the
percent of faculty with more than six years’ tenure (β = 0.07 t = 3.64, p < .001). As with the
previous models, of marginal significance in explaining students’ Language Arts proficiency is
the percent of LD students (β = -0.04 t = -2.46, p = .014). Although the percent of faculty with
more than 10 years’ experience fails to meet even that threshold, Leadership Dimension Three
results in a statistically significant, if only fractional, increase in the model R2. This small but
significant change is denoted not only by the block statistics for the “change” in the model (F(1,
1180) = 53.84, p < .001), R2 = .768), but also by the t-test statistics for the individual variable (β
= 0.11, t = 7.34, p <.001).
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Table 10: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Three Scores on the
Percent of Students Proficient in Language Arts 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Reading

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 = .753
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.52
-0.08
-0.10

0.01
0.01
0.04

-0.79
-0.16
-0.04

-46.96
-9.53
-2.34

0.000
0.000
0.020

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 738.77, p < .001, R2 = .758,
F Change (2, 1181) = 10.81 p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.52
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02

-0.79
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
0.08

-46.82
-6.72
-2.25
-0.22
3.66

0.000
0.000
0.025
0.829
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 657.75, p < .001, R2 = .770,
F Change (1, 1180) =61.96, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Three
	
  	
  

-0.51
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06
6.94

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.88
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-0.77
-0.12
-0.04
0.00
0.07
0.11
	
  	
  

-46.16
-6.95
-2.40
-0.13
3.60
7.87
	
  	
  

0.000
0.000
0.016
0.900
0.000
0.000
	
  	
  

Table 11:	
  Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Three Scores on the
Percent of Students Proficient in Mathematics 2010-12 (N =1187)	
  
Source on Mathematics

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 418.21, p < .001, R2 = .515
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.47
-0.03
0.06

0.02
0.01
0.06

-0.69
-0.07
0.02

-29.54
-2.80
0.96

0.000
0.005
0.336

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 255.15, p < .001, R2 = .519,
F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64, p = .004
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.48
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.03

-0.70
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08

-29.43
-1.10
1.03
-0.51
2.85

0.000
0.271
0.302
0.609
0.004

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 242.68, p < .001, R2 = .552,
F Change (1, 1180) = 87.21, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Three
	
  	
  

-0.45
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07
11.77

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.02
1.26
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-0.67
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08
0.18
	
  	
  

-28.62
-1.20
0.96
-0.42
2.77
9.34
	
  	
  

0.000
0.230
0.339
0.678
0.006
0.000
	
  	
  

With respect to student proficiency in Mathematics, inspection of the block three
statistics in Table 11 indicates that including Leadership Dimension Three likewise results in a
statistically significant change in the R2, a quantity amounting to some 2.6% over and above the
total previously observed. In addition to perceptions of the school’s implementation of practices
related to understanding the complexities of organizational life. a best fitting model that has
Mathematics proficiency as the targeted outcome only includes the percent of students on free
and reduced lunch (β = -0.67, t = -28.70, p < .001) and the faculty demographic variable related
to tenure (β = 0.08, t = 2.81, p < .001). It is worth noting that the size of the beta weight for the
Leadership Dimension variable, while smaller than that observed for the percent of students on
free and reduced, exceed the one observed for faculty tenure (β = 0.18, t = 9.34, p < .001).
Research Question 4:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school has implemented practices related to
“Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” the fourth dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership— and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Apropos the results of the multiple regression analyses summarized in Tables 12 and 13,
“Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” the fourth dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership, would seem to promote student proficiency in both Language Arts and Mathematics.
Explaining some 77.5% of the variation is the statistically significant influence of Leadership
Dimension Four, along with that of the three student demographic variable and the percent of
faculty with more than six years’ tenure. Among the student demographic variables, the order of
importance was seen to be the percent of students on free and reduced lunch (β = -0.77, t = 63

46.88, p < .001), the percent of minority students (β = -0.12 t = -7.03, p < .001), and the percent
of LD students (β = -0.04 t = -2.60, p = .009). Falling between the influence level of latter two
student variables is that observed for faculty tenure (β = 0.07, t = 3.51, p < .0010). When the
difference between the R2 statistics for blocks two and three is computed, the unique contribution
of Leadership Dimension Four variable found to be roughly 1.6% (β = 0.13, t = 9.40, p < .001).
Compared with the results observed for Leadership Dimension Four and Language Arts
proficiency, those shown in Table 13 for Leadership Dimension Four and Mathematics
proficiency appear to be more robust, as therein, the unique, statistically significant contribution
of the Dimension Four is computed to be roughly 4.0% (β = 0.20, t = 10.36, p < .001). Coupled
with the percent of students on free and reduced lunch (β = -0.67, t = -29.12, p < .001) and of the
percent of faculty with more than six years’ tenure (β = 0.08, t = 2.67, p = .008), scores on
Leadership Dimension Four explain some 55.9% of the total variability in the percent of
elementary students proficient in Mathematics.
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Table 12: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Four Scores on the
Percent of Students Proficient in Language Arts 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Reading

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 = .753
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.52
-0.08
-0.10

0.01
0.01
0.04

-0.79
-0.16
-0.04

-46.96
-9.53
-2.34

0.000
0.000
0.020

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 738.77, p < .001, R2 = .758,
F Change (2, 1181) = 10.81 p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.52
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02

-0.79
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
0.08

-46.82
-6.72
-2.25
-0.22
3.66

0.000
0.000
0.025
0.829
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 675.91, p < .001, R2 = .775,
F Change (1, 1180) = 88.36, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Four
	
  	
  

-0.51
-0.06
-0.11
0.00
0.06
8.71

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.93
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-0.77
-0.12
-0.04
0.00
0.07
0.13
	
  	
  

-46.88
-7.03
-2.60
-0.04
3.51
9.40
	
  	
  

0.000
0.000
0.009
0.970
0.000
0.000
	
  	
  

Table 13:	
  Hierarchical Regression Summary of Leadership Dimension Four Scores on the
Percent of Students Proficient in Mathematics 2010-12 (N =1187)	
  
Source on Mathematics

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 418.21, p < .001, R2 = .515
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.47
-0.03
0.06

0.02
0.01
0.06

-0.69
-0.07
0.02

-29.54
-2.80
0.96

0.000
0.005
0.336

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 255.15, p < .001, R2 = .519,
F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64, p = .004
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.48
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.03

-0.70
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08

-29.43
-1.10
1.03
-0.51
2.85

0.000
0.271
0.302
0.609
0.004

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) =249.64, p < .001, R2 = .559,
F Change (1, 1180) =107.28, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Leadership Dimension Four
	
  	
  

-0.45
-0.02
0.05
-0.01
0.06
13.76

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.02
1.33
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-0.67
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08
0.20
	
  	
  

-29.12
-1.22
0.78
-0.33
2.67
10.36
	
  	
  

0.000
0.223
0.435
0.743
0.008
0.000
	
  	
  

Research Question 5:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of relationship between
elementary educators’ perceptions of their schools’ overall implementation of Green’s model of
educational leadership and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and
in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
To the extent that overall implementation score summarizes the results previously
observed for the four dimensions taken individually, it can be inferred that the aggregate
Leadership score regressed on the percentages of students proficient in Language Arts and
Mathematics also would be statistically significant. As shown in Tables 14 and 15, this inference
is, for both outcomes, sustained.
With respect to the former outcome, the statistically significant influence of the aggregate
score combines with that of the three student demographic variables, as well as with that of the
influence of the percent of faculty with more than six years’ tenure, to explain 77.5% of the
variance in the Mathematics outcome. Among the student demographic variables, the order of
importance shown in Table 14 is the percent of students on free and reduced lunch (β = -0.77, t =
-46.33, p < .001), the percent of minority students (β = -0.12 t = -6.81, p < .001), and the percent
of LD students (β = -0.04 t = -2.56, p = .011). Falling between the influence level of latter two
student variables is that observed for faculty tenure (β = 0.07, t = 3.65, p < .001). When the
difference between the R2 statistics for blocks two and three is computed, the unique contribution
of the overall Leadership implementation score is found to be roughly 1.6%, (β = 0.12, t = 8.53,
p < .001).
With respect to Mathematics proficiency, the unique, statistically significant contribution
of the overall implementation score is computed to be roughly 3.6% (β = 0.19, t = 9.65, p <
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.001). On either side of this variables’ importance are that of the percent of students on free and
reduced lunch (β = -0.67, t = -29.12, p < .001) and the percent of faculty with more than six
years’ tenure (β = 0.08, t = 2.67, p = .008).
Summary  
In the five sets of multiple regression analyses conducted on 1187 elementary schools,
student demographic characteristics proved to be the most important factors in explaining
variation in student proficiency, whether measured as three-year averages of the percent of
students’ proficient in Language Arts or in Mathematics. Although higher levels of faculty tenure
regularly emerged as a statistically significant, if only slight, influence on student outcomes, no
such influence was observed with respect to higher levels of faculty experience.
Over and above these background variables, higher perceived levels of Green’s fourdimensional model of educational leadership were all associated with higher percentages of
proficient students at statistically significant levels, irrespective of subject matter. However, the
proportion of variance explained in Mathematics by the inclusion of the Leadership Dimensions
scores tended to be systematically higher than that observed for Language Arts.
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Table 14: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Overall Implementation Scores on the Percent of
Students Proficient in Language Arts 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Reading

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 1204.12, p < .001, R2 = .753
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.52
-0.08
-0.10

0.01
0.01
0.04

-0.79
-0.16
-0.04

-46.96
-9.53
-2.34

0.000
0.000
0.020

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 738.77, p < .001, R2 = .758,
F Change (2, 1181) = 10.81 p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.52
-0.06
-0.10
0.00
0.06

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02

-0.79
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
0.08

-46.82
-6.72
-2.25
-0.22
3.66

0.000
0.000
0.025
0.829
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 675.91, p < .001, R2 = .775,
F Change (1, 1180) = 88.36, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Overall Implementation
	
  	
  

-0.51
-0.06
-0.11
0.00
0.06
7.96

0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.93
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-0.77
-0.12
-0.04
0.00
0.07
0.12
	
  	
  

-46.33
-6.81
-2.56
-0.07
3.65
8.53
	
  	
  

0.000
0.000
0.011
0.946
0.000
0.000
	
  	
  

Table 15: Hierarchical Regression Summary of Overall Implementation Scores on the Percent of
Students Proficient in Mathematics 2010-12 (N =1187)
Source on Mathematics

B

S.E.B.

β

t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1183) = 418.21, p < .001, R2 = .515
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)

-0.47
-0.03
0.06

0.02
0.01
0.06

-0.69
-0.07
0.02

-29.54
-2.80
0.96

0.000
0.005
0.336

Block 2: Student Demographics + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1181) = 255.15, p < .001, R2 = .519,
F Change (2, 1181) = 5.64, p = .004
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.48
-0.02
0.06
-0.01
0.07

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.03

-0.70
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08

-29.43
-1.10
1.03
-0.51
2.85

0.000
0.271
0.302
0.609
0.004

Block 3: Student + Faculty Demographics + Leadership Dimension
Model Fit: F(6, 1180) = 244.74, p < .001, R2 = .554,
F Change (1, 1180) = 93.16, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Minority Students (%)
LD Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Overall Implementation
	
  	
  

-0.45
-0.01
0.05
-0.01
0.07
12.91

0.02
0.01
0.06
0.03
0.02
1.34

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

70

-0.67
-0.03
0.02
-0.01
0.08
0.19
	
  	
  

-28.70
-1.01
0.80
-0.36
2.82
9.65
	
  	
  

0.000
0.311
0.423
0.722
0.005
0.000
	
  	
  

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, AND CONCLUSION
Introduction
This is the final chapter of the dissertation entitled The Relationship between Perceived
Implementation of Green’s Four-Dimensional Model of Educational Leadership and Student’s
Proficiency in Basic Skills. Within this chapter we will discuss the purpose of the study, discuss
the findings, draw conclusions and make recommendations for further study. The outcome of
interest in this study, the relationship between leadership dimensions and academic achievement,
are topics in ongoing national discussion and educational research. Though student proficiency
rates seem to be at a stalemate for many schools, leadership has been shown to effect student
achievement. This study is based on Reginald Leon Green’s theory, The Four Dimensions of
Principal Leadership (2010), and educator responses to selected items from the 2013 Teaching,
Empowering, Leading, and Learning survey in Tennessee (TELL Tennessee) identified as
aligning with Green’s four leadership dimensions theory and student proficiency rates in
Language Arts and Math according to the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program.
Green (2010) proposes a model of educational leadership that identifies four qualities or
dimensions of principal leadership. With this belief, Green’s model delves into specific behaviors
and characteristics of a school leader that can be developed with intentional practice. The
identified behaviors and characteristics for leaders ultimately empower teachers and raise school
performance. As discussed by Fiedler in Green’s (2013) work, leadership occurs in four
dimensions. The four dimensions of leadership pinpoint key behaviors needed for an effective
leader (Green, 2013). An effective leader who is knowledgeable in the first dimension of
leadership, Understanding Self and Others, has an in-depth understanding about how his
behaviors and values affect followers and how the follower’s behaviors and values affect leaders
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(Green, 2013). The leader is needed to respond to the critical issues at hand and understanding
this cyclical process ensures a “positive self-sustained individual who can advance the mission
and goals of the organization (Green, 2013, p. 60). A leader with an understanding of the second
dimension of leadership, Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life, can relate to the
culture, climate and structure and interaction of individuals within the internal and external
environments of the school organization (Green, 2013, p. 60). The leader who understands the
importance of respecting different cultures is poised to build “a positive climate, create an
effective and efficient structure, and facilitate the interaction of the people who work in the
organization, as well as those who the organization serves” (Green, 2013, p. 61). A leader who
can “establish and nurture relationships between and among individuals in the internal and
external environments” has the foundation for dimension three, Building Bridges Through
Relationships. The last dimension, Engaging in Leadership Best Practices, sets the stage for the
leader to make data driven decisions and utilize research-based practices effectively (Green,
2013). Fielder’s Force Field Analysis as discussed by Green (2013) would agree that the four
dimensions of leadership serve as the foundation for effective leadership when addressing
complexities in an organization, particularly with respect to improving school achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between educators’
perceptions of their schools’ implementation of Green’s four-dimensional model of educational
leadership and their school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics, both averaged over three years. Local education associations have critical interest
in the research because of the potential impact of elementary school principals’ leadership and
student achievement.
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Mirroring other studies that look at leadership dimensions and academic achievement,
this study is restricted to 44% of the 60,000 plus sample being elementary school level teachers
in 1,187 schools in Tennessee. New to this study is the use of perceptual data as it relates to a
specific theoretical framework and model, Green’s (2010) Four Dimensions of Principal
Leadership.
Of increasing importance in current research (Levine, 2005; Goker, 2006; Murphy,
Elliott, Goldring, & Porter, 2006; Marzano, 2003; DuFour, 2011, Leithwood and Reihl, 2003;
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005) is the role of the building principal as it relates to student
achievement. Reginald L. Green, developer and author of The Four Dimensions of Principal
Leadership, posits that school level leadership in the 21st century is fundamental to an
organizational structure that promotes student achievement. In this study the researcher identified
twenty questions from the 2013 Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL)
Tennessee survey aligning five questions with each of Green’s four dimensions of leadership.
Three student demographic variables [% free/reduced lunch (F/R), % minority, % learning
disabled (LD)] and two faculty demographic variables [years of experience, years (tenure) in the
assigned school] were used to investigate two desired outcomes: overall satisfaction and teacher
retention as they relate to Green’s four dimensions individually and as a whole. After merging all
of these data with covariates pertinent to student and faculty characteristics, five sets of two
hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to determine the effect of model
implementation on these outcomes: school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts
and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years.
The following five research questions were central to the study:
Research Question 1:
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Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of
relationship between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools
have implemented practices related to “Understanding Self and Others”—the
first dimension of Green’s model of educational leadership—and their school’s
three-year average percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in
Mathematics?
Research Question 2:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of
relationship between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their schools
have implemented practices related to “Understanding the Complexity of
Organizational Life”—the second dimension of Green’s model of educational
leadership—and their school’s average percentage of students proficient in
Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years?
Research Question 3:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of
relationship between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school
has implemented practices related to “Building Bridges through Relationships”—
the third dimension of Green’s model of educational leadership—and their
school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in Mathematics,
both averaged over three years?
Research Question 4:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of
relationship between elementary educators’ perceptions of how well their school
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has implemented practices related to “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices”
the fourth dimension of Green’s model of educational leadership— and their
school’s percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in Mathematics,
both averaged over three years?
Research Question 5:
Controlling for student and faculty characteristics, what is the strength of
relationship between elementary educators’ perceptions of their schools’ overall
implementation of Green’s model of educational leadership and their school’s
percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in Mathematics, both
averaged over three years?
Discussion of the Findings
This study examines the relationships between school’s percentage of students proficient
in Language Arts and in Mathematics, both averaged over three years and the perceived
implementation of Green’s Four-Dimensional Model of Educational Leadership.
The strong aggregate regression results for Green’s four dimensions on school’s
percentage of students proficient in Language Arts and in Mathematics reinforces the data
presented with each of the individual dimensional regression. The strong correlations in the
aggregate are also demonstrated by each of the individual dimensions for students’ proficiency in
Language Arts and in Mathematics. The strength of aggregate model performance expressed for
the school outcome variables offers a convincing explanation of the impact of implementation of
Green’s leadership dimensions as perceived by teachers.
There are interesting findings in the differential impact of the four dimensions especially
on students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics. The percent effect on students’
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proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics is strongest for Dimension Four demonstrating
more variability in the proportion of variance. All dimension models show the impact of
leadership is stronger in Math than in Language.
The percent effect on students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics for
Dimensions One and Three are roughly the same. Dimension One, Understanding Self and
Others, accounts for 1.2 percent of the variance in ELA and 3.1 percent of the variance in Math.
Building Bridges Through Relationships, the percentage of explained variance by
Dimension Three is 1.2 per variance in ELA and 3.3 percent in Math.
Dimension Two, Complexity of Organizational Life, though statistically significant,
offers low percentage of explained variance in hierarchical linear regression compared to other
leadership dimensions. In particular, the percentage of variance explained by the Dimension Two
is 1.0 percent in ELA and 2.6 percent in Math.
The strongest performance is in Dimension Four, Leadership Best Practices, on students’
proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics suggests that leadership best practices are
drivers of institutional characteristics and as such, enhances school performance. Though as a
subject pair these are the strongest model, Math is the strongest of the two subjects in every
Dimension demonstrating the most variability in the proportion of variance. In Dimension Four,
ELA accounts for 1.7 percent of the variance and Math 4.0 percent.
The strong results for the overall impact of Green’s theoretical framework suggests that
teachers value and support concepts integral to the framework. It is the totality of the model that
demonstrates a statistically significant, but more importantly, a practically significant, influence
on principal leadership as it relates to students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in
Mathematics. This suggests that teachers find that leadership best practice characteristics and

76

behaviors are strong influencers of Language Arts and even stronger for math student
achievement. From the aggregate regression results, the strength of the correlation for students’
proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics suggests that Green’s theoretical model has the
potential to inform school-based administrators who are serving or aspire to serve to a greater
awareness of leadership characteristics, and therefore, may influence students’ proficiency in
Language Arts and in Mathematics.
Commonalities in Five Demographic Variables across the Research Questions
First, the ten hierarchical regressions included three student demographic variables.
Examining these variables, all three have statistical significance.
The percent of free/reduced lunch students had statistically significant negative influence
on students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics across the dimensions and the
aggregate.
The percent of minority students also have statistically significant negative influence on
students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics across all the dimensions and the
aggregate.
Likewise, percent of LD students had statistically significant negative influence on
students’ proficiency in Language Arts, however, did not have a negative impact throughout the
dimensions in Math.
With all dimensions and the aggregate resulting in similar findings, the elephant in the
room scenario that students of poverty and of color (and often student populations are both) drive
academic achievement must be addressed.
Second, the two faculty variables of experience and tenure were included in the regressions.
Teacher tenure has a higher impact on achievement than teacher experience.
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Impact of Dimension One
The observed positive findings on Dimension One are consistent with research that
emphasizes that before a leader can establish expectations for staff, the leader must understand
his/her personal values and beliefs and how those values and beliefs influence his/her behavior. It
is attributed to Robert Greenleaf (1970,1977) that leadership begins with the desire to support
others. The term servant leadership includes: understanding the personal needs of others, healing
others conflicts with the organization, being a strong steward of the resources, developing others
skills in the organization, and effectively listening to all members of the organization.
Impact of Dimension Two
Dimension Two was also found significantly significant and in line with the current research
involving a school leader’s grasp of organizational complexity is determined by his/her ability to
establish and to build his/her school’s vision and mission, to practice shared leadership, to create
a positive culture and climate, to foster individual efficacy and collaborative effort and to
manage the physical environment. In his book On Becoming a Leader, Warren Bennis (2003)
argues that leaders must have four critical characteristics to effectively produce change. First,
they must be able to engage others in the creation of a shared vision. Second they must identify
key stakeholders and define the voice necessary to relay the organizations purpose. Next, they
must have a belief in something larger than themselves that guides their efforts. Lastly, they must
adept easily to the pressure of change.
Impact of Dimension Three
The observed positive findings on Dimension Three are also consistent with research that
emphasizes building bridges through relationships. The work of Paul Hersey and Kenneth
Blanchard promotes the leader assessing the “followers” maturity in the organization and their
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ability to perform tasks that support the purpose of the organization. After assessing the follower,
the leader will align their leadership behavior with the needs of the follower so they may help
them complete assigned tasks through a beneficial and supportive relationship.
Impact of Dimension Four
The results may indicate that the prerequisite skills for this dimension are the hardest for a
leader to acquire and to practice because they are an assimilation of multiple behaviors and
characteristics. This dimension concludes with the strongest positive findings. It completes the
four dimensions with the benefits of leaders using research-based strategies to effectively
communicate and make decisions. Stephen Covey writes, “There will always be more good ideas
than you and your teams have the capacity to execute, that’s why your first challenge is focusing
on the wildly important (2004)”. Strong leaders are disciplined to identify best practices of
programs, activities, or behaviors. This dimension focuses on not only having knowledge of best
practices, but being able to activate them at the right time and situation.
The next sub-section restates the main research findings in relationship to the literature
and the contributions and implications the investigation makes to the theory.
1. A statistically significant relationship exists between each of Green’s four dimensions
of principal leadership and students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics.
Similar statistical significance is seen with the aggregate for the model. The principal’s
leadership actions appear to contribute to students’ proficiency in Language Arts and
in Mathematics. Multiple studies address qualities of the components of Green’s
model and support is found in literature for the individual dimensional characteristics
as detailed by Green (2010). Green’s model asserts that effective principals are those

79

that integrate all of the dimensional qualities and do so with cognitive effort and
reflective insight.
2. Although weak, a negative statistically significant relationship exists across all four
leadership dimensions and the aggregate of the dimensions for the percent of free and
reduced lunch students and percent of minority students and students’ proficiency in
Language Arts and in Mathematics. However, there is statistical significance present
for the percent of free and reduced lunch students and students’ proficiency in
Language Arts and in Mathematics. The percent of free and reduced lunch students has
a strong and statistically significant relationship with Dimensions one, two, three, four,
and the aggregate. Minority students and LD students have a weak but statistically
significant relationship Dimensions one, two, three, four, and the aggregate. These
findings stay in contrast to research studies that indicate it is a more subtle influence of
factors found in schools with high poverty and high poverty students. These studies
suggest that the contextual factors often associated with high poverty, high minority
schools.
3. The two longevity teacher covariates of more than ten years of experience and more
than six years of tenure have differential effect on student outcomes. Although higher
levels of faculty tenure regularly emerged as a statistically significant, if only slight,
influence on student outcomes, no such influence was observed with respect to higher
levels of faculty experience.
Summary
First, the current study yielded statistically significant results to support a strong
relationship between Green’s Four Dimensional Model of Educational Leadership and students’
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proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics, and was strong enough to counter the
statistically significant negative influences of the percent of minority students and the percent of
free/reduced lunch students on students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics. If
teachers were asked to select from a list of leadership behaviors and characteristics, this study
indicates that they would identify such behaviors and characteristics as presented in the four
dimensions central to this study.
Second, the proportion of variance explained in Mathematics by the inclusion of the
leadership dimensions scores tended to be systematically higher than that observed for Language
Arts. There is an interesting dichotomy between the differential impacts of school leadership on
school academic performance across school subject areas. These results present some supporting
findings in light of the vast amount of literature which recognizes the indirect, positive
relationship between effective school leadership and student achievement (Bossert, Dwyer,
Rowan & Lee 1992; Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood, Patten, & Jantzi,
2010; Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008).
The findings of this study lay the groundwork for current and aspiring leaders to
improve students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics as they improve their skills
as leaders. This researcher feels that Green’s theory and model of principal leadership is the
framework to significantly impact students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics in
today’s challenging educational environment.
Recommendations for Further Study
The current study focused on the relationship between Green’s Four Dimensional
Model of Educational Leadership and Students’ Proficiency in Basic Skills from the 2013
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Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Tennessee survey. The following
suggestions for future research are made to better understand the variables of this study:
1) Replicate the study with a more diverse sample from other states to increase the
generalizability to the results of this study.
2) Conduct a qualitative study with a focus group to ascertain teachers’ perception of
leadership incorporating data collection based on interviewing, observation and document
analysis that may reveal specific leader behaviors impacting migration/attrition that
cannot be captured in survey data.
3) Compare and analyze the perceived impact of Green’s Four Dimensions of
Educational Leadership for leadership development targeting best practices that further
extend the research. This study could affect leadership practices by identify best practices
in specific leadership scenarios for principals to model after.
Conclusion
The strong correlation between Green’s Four Dimensions of Educational
Leadership and students’ proficiency in Language Arts and in Mathematics demonstrated in this
study supports the implementation of Green’s Theoretical framework as a robust instrument in
the development of 21st century school leaders. Though there is strength in each of the four
Dimensions, as a whole, the Leadership Model can compound with synergistic affect to creating
results for student success in academic achievement in Language Arts and Math.
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